identification. For the three-group analyses, these respondents were grouped with women. This decision assumed that their gender choice could be seen as non-normative and they would be more likely to face exclusion or opposition, much as other minorities in the field. Table S1 reports demographic characteristics of respondents in the three groups: MPOWIR women, other women, and men. Table S2 compares MPOWIR participants with non-participants (both men and women). Results indicate that respondents in the three groups did not differ significantly in age or marital status. Among non-students, the MPOWIR women had finished their degrees more recently (Tables S1 and S2 ). These differences appeared in both sets of comparisons. Tables S3 and S4 report respondents' perceptions of the demands of a career in oceanography and restrictions on their careers from family desires and obligations. Table S3 gives comparisons between the three groups, and Table S4 compares the participants and nonparticipants for students and non-students. As reported in the text, the differences were minimal.
Are the Groups Comparable?
With measures of perceptions of the discipline, there were no significant differences between the groups in their views of the job market, work load expectations, the appeal of other careers, or reported encouragement from other oceanographers. With the three-group comparison, there was a significant interaction effect between student status and group on the perception of community commitment to diversity, reflecting a substantially higher perception of commitment among non-student men (see top panel of Table S3 ). With the two-category analysis, there was a significant interaction regarding perceptions of the difficulty of the tenure and promotion process. With the family related measures, there were no significant differences in perceptions of the difficulty of balancing family and work or reports of conflicts from the career of spouse or partner. There was, however, a significant main effect of group with the three-group analysis, resulting from men being more likely than women to report that they had more geographic restrictions on their careers. It should be noted that Tables S3 and S4 include data from all respondents, whether or not they had mentors. When analyses were repeated with only those that had mentors, the differences became even smaller. (These analyses are available upon request.) Because the group with mentors was the focus of all of our remaining analyses, we do not believe the few differences reported in Tables S3 and S4 seriously challenge the conclusion that the groups are comparable.
Probability of Having a Mentor
Tables S5 and S6 summarize the analyses regarding whether or not respondents currently had mentors. Table S5 gives results with the three-category grouping and Table S6 gives results with the dichotomy, and, again, results are presented separately for students and non-students. All results indicate that the MPOWIR participants were more likely to currently have a mentor, although this difference was not statistically significant with the three-group comparison for nonstudents (p = 0.12). Female graduate students who did not participate in MPOWIR had notably lower rates of mentorship (37% compared to 55% for men and 94% for MPOWIR women). The effect size (Cohen's d) associated with the comparison for students was very large (1.06), while that for non-students was substantively important but smaller (0.36). Note that, throughout the analysis, probability levels for the t-tests are one-tail, reflecting the directional hypothesis that MPOWIR participants would be more likely to have mentors and more favorable career outcomes.
Subsequent analyses omit respondents who did not have mentors. As noted in the text, this reduced the sample size substantially for the two MPOWIR groups. Because analyses with the two-group comparison (MPOWIR vs. non-MPOWIR) have more degrees of freedom, they should be considered more accurate. As noted above, results are occasionally given within this appendix for the three-group comparison, but these should be interpreted with caution given the relatively small sample size.
Characteristics of Mentors
Tables S7 and S8 summarize analyses of the number of mentors that respondents reported. Table   S7 gives results comparing the three groups, and Table S8 reports the results with the two groups (MPOWIR and non-MPOWIR). Results are shown when the number of mentors is treated as a categorical variable and when it is reduced to a dichotomy, distinguishing those with two or fewer mentors from those with more. Analyses with the more powerful dichotomous comparisons indicate that, among graduate students, MPOWIR participants were significantly more likely than non-participants to have more than two mentors. While the same direction of differences appeared with non-students, it was not statistically significant. (See results in the last lines of each panel of Table S8 .) The effect size for the comparison for students (0.61) would be considered large. Table S9 reports data regarding the mentor's role. Results show that MPOWIR participants were significantly less likely to report that their mentors were also their advisors. Table S10 reports the percentage of respondents who have mentors of the same gender.
For both students and non-students, men were more likely to have a mentor of their own gender, no doubt reflecting the composition of the field as a whole. Differences for non-students were statistically significant and had a large associated effect size. There were no differences by group in the extent to which respondents reported having mentors of their own gender, reflecting the approximately equal numbers of men and women in the non-MPOWIR group (t = 0.50, p = 0.62).
Interactions with Mentors
Table S11 summarizes data on the topics discussed with mentors. The top panel reports the proportion of respondents who had discussed a given topic with their mentor, giving results by MPOWIR group for students and non-students. Results indicate that students were more likely to report discussing classwork and navigating graduate school, while those who had finished graduate school more often talked about long-term career issues (see total columns in the top panel). The bottom panel reports results of two-way analyses of variance for each topic. The only significant differences that appeared involved issues related to graduate work: discussions of classwork and navigating graduate school (p <0.0001). Students were significantly more likely to report talking about classwork (p = 0.03) and navigating graduate school (p <0.0001). There was also a main effect of MPOWIR participation on discussions regarding graduate school (p = 0.05), with MPOWIR participants less often discussing this topic. Table S12 reports the results of a factor analysis of responses to the series of items asking about the types of support received from mentors. Similar results were obtained when items from the series asking about the type of support wanted were analyzed. Principal components analysis with a varimax rotation was used. Initial analyses showed that three factors had eigenvalues greater than 1.0, and these were retained for the final model. Factor loadings are shown in the first three columns of data in Table S12 , and the final column reports the communalities. High loadings on each factor are bolded. The bottom line reports the eigenvalues.
Based on the results of the factor analysis, additive scales were constructed combining items with high loadings on each factor. The scale based on factor 1 included items related to personal support: listening and understanding, building confidence, teaching by example, offering encouragement and tools to complete tasks, giving motivation, emotional support, and information about career paths. The scale based on factor 2 included items related to more direct career assistance, including coaching, providing "wise counsel," being a role model, giving encouragement and advice, helping develop professional relationships, advocating when necessary, and soliciting input on his or her own work. The scale based on factor 3 involved items that could be seen as involving challenge and task management, including "challenge me," keeping on schedule, helping secure funding, and assisting in writing. The "encouragement" item loaded highly on both factors 1 and 2 and was included on both. Responses to each item were coded as 1 = yes and 0 = no. Scale scores represent an average value across the items or the proportion of scale items that were endorsed by respondents.
The scales were highly reliable. All but one of the reliability coefficients (Cronbach's alpha) exceeded 0.75 (Table S13) . A difference score was also computed for each factor, subtracting the support received from the support desired, with higher values indicating that respondents wanted more of a given type of support than they received. Table S14 reports the average scale and difference scores by group (MPOWIR vs. non-MPOWIR) and student status and the associated two-way analyses of variance. Results indicate that the MPOWIR attendees had significantly lower scores than other respondents on the scale regarding motivation and challenge and that this result appeared with both students and nonstudents. Table S15 examined differences on the scales and difference scores between the three groups (MPOWIR, other women and men) using one-way analyses of variance and Scheffe tests for post-hoc comparisons between the three groups. (Student status was not controlled in these analyses because almost all results regarding student status in Table S14 were not significant and to preserve degrees of freedom.) There were no differences among the groups in the amount of direct career assistance wanted or received, but there were differences in the other two areas.
While the MPOWIR women and other women reported similar levels of personal support received and wanted, the men wanted substantially more support than they received (a difference of 0.32, compared to 0.13 and 0.15 for the other two groups of women).
With the scale regarding motivation and challenge, the MPOWIR group expressed wanting and receiving this type of support less often than members of the other two groups.
However, this difference can be explained by the greater preponderance of advisors as mentors for the two non-MPOWIR groups. Table S16 summarizes regression analyses in which wanting (panel 1) and receiving (panel 2) support in this area is regressed on MPOWIR status (model 1) and MPOWIR status and having the advisor as a mentor. It can be seen that the relationship of MPOWIR to views of this area became insignificant in model 2 when the mentor as advisor relationship was controlled.
Meeting Career Goals
Table S17 summarizes data regarding the extent to which respondents believed they had met their career goals. The top panel has results for the three-group comparison and the bottom panel has results for the dichotomous comparison. MPOWIR participants were significantly more likely than non-MPOWIR respondents to report that they had met their career goals, but this difference largely reflects the relatively low attainment of the group of other women.
Table S18 summarizes differences between the three groups in responses to questions regarding whether or not they met obstacles in reaching their goals and whether they were currently employed in oceanography. There were no differences across the three groups in responses.
Eight of the respondents had left oceanography, and Table S19 reports reasons that they gave for leaving the field. While the sample size is too small for valid statistical analyses, it should be noted that the respondents indicated a variety of reasons for this decision. Half of the respondents indicated that the appeal of other careers, geographic restrictions, and the ability to raise a family and "lead a balanced life" contributed to their decisions. Three of the eight women said that the tenure and promotion process and competitiveness in the job market were important factors. Table S20 reports data from the MPOWIR mentees regarding the impact of the program on their careers. Over three-fourths reported that participation had exposed them to useful professional development skills, impacted their professional network, influenced their ability to perform well in their current positions, and that they had been well mentored. Over half indicated that it had helped them balance work and family and almost one half of the non-students, but substantially fewer of the students, indicated that it had helped them obtain their current positions. Table S21 reports data from the mentors. The mentors were also very positive, with at least half indicating that MPOWIR had helped them in all areas but obtaining their current positions. Given that the mentors were primarily well established in their careers before participating in the program, this result would be expected. Note: Degrees of freedom = 32 for student group, 59 for non-students, and 93 for the total group. There were 6 men in the student group and 8 in the non-student group. Note: Questions only asked of those who weren't students. * indicates that probability < 0.05. 
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